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hopefully get a chance in the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, and that is this issue on char-
acter education. I talked about it as I 
opened how much it counts as it moves 
into the 21st Century. As we talk about 
our children, we know these items are 
important: Respect, citizenship, justice 
and fairness, honesty, caring, responsi-
bility and trustworthiness. These are 
things we can agree on as we talk 
about this whole issue of school vio-
lence, because we want our children to 
be safe and we need to take aggressive 
action I think as parents so that they 
will know that every school in America 
is a safe haven for our children. That 
should happen; that they are in good 
order, and discipline is there so it cre-
ates a good learning environment, 
where young minds can flourish and 
young souls can be nourished. We can 
do that. We really can if we work to-
gether and reach out and make a dif-
ference. 

I think character education is one of 
those components that the gentleman 
has been working with us on to make a 
difference and Secretary Riley now has 
endorsed it, and what this new bill will 
do is give the Secretary additional dis-
cretion to make grants to States and 
to individual schools if they want to 
participate, to implement a program 
after they have worked with the total 
community. I think it is important for 
that total community to be involved 
and be a part of it, and that is why I in-
troduced this bill this year, H.R. 3681, 
called Character Counts in the 21st 
Century, and many of my colleagues 
and the gentleman and others are co-
sponsors on that legislation for which I 
thank the gentleman, but I think if we 
will do that we can help parents, teach-
ers and community leaders not just to 
implement character education. That 
is just one of the components to mak-
ing education more comprehensive and 
make our communities safer and so 
that our teachers can teach and chil-
dren can learn and certainly that is 
what the gentleman has been about as 
he has served and provided leadership 
on education in this Congress, and I 
thank him for it. 

Mr. KIND. In conclusion, obviously 
there is a lot of work that still needs to 
be done but I think we can accomplish 
these goals in a fiscally responsible 
manner at the same time. There is a 
role, I believe, for Congress to perform. 
Sometimes we get into this old stale 
debate as far as what the proper role is 
of Federal, State, local authorities. I 
think what we need to instead con-
centrate on is what are the desired ob-
jectives and then how do we in working 
together in leveraging the resources we 
have available at the local, State and 
Federal level, of attaining that objec-
tive and getting the job done? Because 
our kids deserve nothing less. It is the 
future of the country we are talking 
about. If we are able to maintain eco-
nomic growth and economic opportuni-
ties in this country, it starts with a 
healthy and an honest investment in 

the education area. Part of that in-
cludes the character education that the 
gentleman has been advocating. So 
there is an important role here and it 
is something that we should be able to 
move forward on, I feel, too, in a bipar-
tisan manner rather than these often-
times silly partisan debates that we 
have on education issues. 

So, again, I thank the gentleman for 
his comments tonight and for the work 
that he has provided and the leadership 
that he has offered to this Congress. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. I thank the gen-
tleman for his time and for his efforts 
and for his leadership, because he has 
worked hard to make sure education 
works and he has taken on the tough 
issues at the right time for the right 
reason for the right people who do not 
have a voice many times. 

I say this about children so many 
times. They do not vote but if they did 
it would be a different world, and I 
think they would make a difference. 

As we talk about character edu-
cation, I happen to believe it does work 
because it recognizes that actions do 
have consequences and helps young 
people develop into well-rounded indi-
viduals who will, given the right direc-
tion, contribute to the strengthening 
of our social fabric in this country. 
That is so important as we move into 
the 21st Century. They are our future. 

As Benjamin Franklin said, many 
years ago, nothing is more important 
for the public wealth than to form and 
train youth in wisdom and virtue, and 
only a virtuous people are capable of 
freedom. That was true over 200 years 
ago. It is still true as we move into the 
21st Century. We have an opportunity 
this year, with resources at the Federal 
level, to invest that money in our sen-
iors in making sure Social Security is 
safe and secure, taking care of Medi-
care, paying down the debt, and invest-
ing a portion of that money in our chil-
dren for the 21st Century so those of us 
when we retire will be secure. That 
means character education, buildings 
where children can be safe and secure 
and have a comfortable place to learn 
and teachers have a good place to 
teach, and investing the resources in 
making sure that they have technology 
and our teachers are well trained in an 
ongoing basis to teach our children. 

f 

b 1900 

DISCUSSING THE ISSUE OF 
ILLEGAL NARCOTICS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, and my col-
leagues, once again, on Tuesday night I 
come before the House of Representa-
tives and my colleagues to discuss the 
issue of illegal narcotics and helping to 
develop our national policy to bring 
under control what I consider the most 

serious social problem facing our Na-
tion and the Members of Congress 
today. 

Tonight I am going to talk a little 
bit about the problem, again, that we 
face as a Nation and as a Congress re-
lating to illegal narcotics. I want to 
spend some time tonight talking about 
the debate that took place for 2 days 
last week on the floor of the House of 
Representatives which has consumed 
much of the time of the Congress in the 
past several weeks relating to, in par-
ticular, an emergency supplemental 
appropriations to provide some assist-
ance in the war on drugs and, particu-
larly, assistance to the country of Co-
lombia and their effort to combat ille-
gal narcotics. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight I also would 
like to correct some of the 
misstatements that were made in that 
debate. I have gone through some of 
the RECORD, and I think that it is im-
portant for the future RECORD of the 
House that the facts and statistics and 
the history of this debate about how we 
deal with the problem of illegal nar-
cotics is, in fact, documented. Those 
will be a couple topics of conversation. 

In particular, I will focus on Colom-
bia. I will also talk, hopefully, if we get 
time, about Mexico and the adminis-
tration’s policy towards Mexico as it is 
now developing in the post-certifi-
cation process; but, indeed, there is no 
more serious problem facing our Na-
tion. 

The last statistics I have as chair-
man of the Subcommittee of the Crimi-
nal Justice, Drug Policy and Human 
Resources of the House of Representa-
tives is that in 1998, 15,973 Americans 
lost their lives as a direct result of ille-
gal narcotics. It is estimated by our 
national drug czar, Barry McCaffrey, 
that, in fact, over 50,000 Americans 
each year lose their lives for various 
reasons that are related to illegal nar-
cotics, and some of these are not 
counted in the statistics, the hard sta-
tistics. 

In that 15,973 figure, there are indi-
viduals who we read about. Again, I 
point to the news of the last month or 
so with a 6-year-old child going into a 
classroom in Flint, Michigan, killing a 
6-year-old with a gun. Everyone has fo-
cused in the media and the Congress 
and the administration on the issue of 
more regulation and legislation dealing 
with gun control; but, in fact, the arti-
cle that I have here says that the child 
came from what is quoted as a dan-
gerous environment, the police have 
said that the residence was used for 
drug dealing; the father was in jail. 

Mr. Speaker, here is an instance in 
which they focused on the handgun 
that was taken to school and used in 
this murder and failed to focus on the 
core problem, again, illegal narcotics 
in this home, if you would call it a 
home, in this setting, this young 6- 
year-old was forced to deal with, where 
he lived in a crack house, where his fa-
ther was in jail. The topics that, again, 
the media, the Congress, the adminis-
tration does not really want to talk 
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about. We also know this problem, and 
we know it too well. 

Another example, and this is Lisbon, 
Ohio, I am sure a nice community, in 
the center heart of our Nation, a 12- 
year-old student brought a gun to 
school, the boy and everyone focused 
on this 12-year-old bringing the gun to 
school just recently; but the boy said, 
according to this news account, his bio-
logical mother was in jail, and he 
wanted to visit her and be with her, 
said the young man. 

Authorities did not release the infor-
mation on the mother’s situation, but 
the Akron Beacon Journal said she was 
in prison on drug-related charges. 
Again, the focus on a young individual 
bringing a weapon into school, but the 
sad part about this story and so many 
others that we hear that illegal nar-
cotics were at the root of the problem. 

Here, the mother was in jail, a young 
12-year-old wanted to be with his moth-
er who was in jail, because of a drug-re-
lated offense. This is a serious situa-
tion, which has, again, impacted our 
country dramatically. The cost that we 
heard in some of the debate last week 
and some of the figures estimate from 
$150 billion a year to $250 billion a year, 
if we take into account the death, the 
destruction, the unemployment, the 
costs on our judicial system, the tre-
mendous toll that this takes on our Na-
tion and the very social fabric of our 
society. 

So we have an annual cost, not only 
in lost lives, but in dollars and cents to 
this Nation and to our economy. It is 
absolutely astounding to see where we 
have gone in the war on drugs. And I 
will talk a little bit more about the 
death of the war on drugs and how I be-
lieve it was sabotaged by this adminis-
tration in 1993; but the effects are very 
far-reaching. 

In 1998, there were 542,540 drug-re-
lated emergency room episodes again 
in that year. This also is somewhat 
misleading, because many of these drug 
overdoses never make it to the emer-
gency room. And as I said, there are 
15,973 deaths. Those individuals died 
and some of them are not counted in 
these statistics. The toll of illegal nar-
cotics to our Nation, again, goes on 
and on. Illegal drug users constituted 
18.2 percent of the unemployed in 1998. 
It was up from 13.8 percent in 1997. 

In 1999, Americans spent $63.2 billion 
on illegal drugs. So the impact on our 
society is well documented, and that is 
not what I came here to debate or dis-
cuss tonight. It is a matter of record. 

What I wanted to talk about is really 
part of the debate that took place last 
week on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. What does this Congress, 
what does this House of Representa-
tives do to deal with the narcotics 
problem that is mushrooming out of 
control across our land? 

First of all, I think it is incumbent 
on every Member to ask a simple ques-
tion: Where are the illegal drugs com-
ing from? What is the base of the prob-
lem? Where are these narcotics coming 

from? If we take two of the most 
abused drugs in our Nation today that 
have caused so much devastation, her-
oin and cocaine, we have only to look 
now at really one major producing 
country in this hemisphere; and that is 
the country of Colombia. 

We have made tremendous progress 
in a program that was instituted by the 
Republican majority just several years 
ago by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT), the Speaker of the House, 
when he chaired the subcommittee 
that I now chair. 

That particular responsibility led 
him to begin a program and build on a 
program that was formulated again 
after the new Republican majority to 
go after illegal narcotics at their very 
source. 

The source is not very difficult when 
it comes to cocaine. It is three coun-
tries. It is Peru, Bolivia, and Colombia. 
Peru and Bolivia were producing 95 per-
cent of the cocaine in 1992, 1993. Again 
in 1996, 1997, under the Republican-con-
trolled Congress, programs were re-
instituted that were cut by the Clinton 
administration in those early Clinton 
years to eradicate illegal narcotics in 
the countries of Peru, Bolivia, and Co-
lombia. 

I must report that, as of this year, we 
have been successful, particularly in 
Peru, with a 66 percent decline in coca 
production in that country and a 55 
percent decline in Bolivia. Most of the 
production has shifted to Colombia. 

So today Colombia now accounts for 
nearly 90 percent of the cocaine that is 
entering the United States. That is fac-
tual, and that is documented. That was 
brought out by many in the debate last 
week. So we know that Colombia is the 
major source of cocaine coming into 
the United States. We also know that 
Colombia is now the major source of 
heroin. 

Back in 1992, 1993, there was almost 
zero heroin produced in Colombia. Al-
most no heroin came into the United 
States, almost no poppy production 
and heroin production in Colombia. 

In the past 6 or 7 years, through the 
direct policy of this administration, 
Colombia has turned into now, not 
only the major cocaine and coca pro-
ducer, but also the major heroin pro-
ducer. This was not easy, but they 
managed to do it; and it was through a 
number of very specific steps that were 
taken. I want to outline a couple of 
those here. 

First of all, in 1993, 1994, the adminis-
tration made some of their first blun-
ders. The blunders that they made ac-
tually were not mentioned in the de-
bate that took place last week. 

Some of the major blunders were a 
complete shift in policy. The shift in 
policy was to stop the source-country 
programs and to stop the eradication 
programs and to stop the interdiction 
programs, take the military out of the 
surveillance business, which provided 
intelligence and information to stop 
drugs at their source, stop the Coast 
Guard, cut their budget, and also to 

again cut any type of international 
programs or interdiction programs 
that had been established back in the 
Reagan and the Bush administration. 
That was the policy. They, again, put 
their eggs in the basket of treatment 
back then. 

I will bring this chart out tonight to 
show what their policy has been. In 
fact, if we go back to 1992, in this area, 
in 1991, and we look at treatment, we 
see that treatment dollars have dou-
bled. Some of the argument that was 
made in the debate was that treatment 
would be much more effective. 

I went back and pulled a record, since 
I have served since 1993 on most of 
these subcommittees that deal with 
this issue, and was appalled and spoke 
out against what the administration 
was doing back in 1993, and pulled up 
some of the rhetoric that came before 
the National Security Subcommittee 
on which I served that formerly had 
this responsibility. 

Let me just read a little bit of what 
was said in 1995: 

Moreover, while the subcommittee heard 
expert testimony in support of drug treat-
ment, it also received expert testimony se-
verely questioning program effectiveness. Fi-
nally, since the public rationale for the Clin-
ton administration shift toward treatment 
repeatedly came back to the June 1994 Rand 
study, this study was reviewed and found to 
be a weak basis for guiding national drug 
policy. 

This last part is an analysis of this. 
But in 1995, they used the same study 

that they used in the year 2000 for the 
rationale of where we should be putting 
our dollars. 

b 1915 
Accordingly, Lee Brown, who was 

then Clinton’s drug czar, testified that 
the President was seeking $2.8 billion 
for treatment, this was in 1995, for the 
fiscal year 1996 Federal budget, for 
what Brown said were 1 million drug 
users in this country who need and can 
benefit by treatment but cannot get it. 
Brown testified that the best way to 
reduce overall demand for drugs and re-
lated crime and violence is to reduce 
the number of hard core drug users, 
adding that treatment works. This was 
his testimony to us. 

What is interesting is that I took 
some of the words from the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI): 
‘‘As the distinguished ranking member 
referred to earlier,’’ and she was refer-
ring to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY), who was the ranking mem-
ber on the other side, when he referred 
to the Rand report which was put to-
gether again back in 1994. The gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
said, again on March 29, 2000, ‘‘Yes, we 
have an emergency in our country, Mr. 
Speaker; 5.5 million, as I said, Ameri-
cans are in need of substance abuse 
treatment.’’ 

So we have back here Mr. Brown, 
President Clinton’s drug czar, saying 
that if he got this money in the budget 
he proposed back then, the best way to 
reduce overall demand for drugs and re-
lated crime was to spend the money on 
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treatment, and he testified, ‘‘There are 
1 million drug users in this country 
who need and can benefit from treat-
ment but cannot get it.’’ And that pol-
icy has gotten us up to 5.5 million 
Americans, according to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
and others who testified, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) who 
also testified before the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

So the policy that was advocated by 
the administration in 1994 and 1995 was 
followed by the Congress. We have 
nearly doubled the amount of money in 
treatment, and we have nearly five 
times the number of people needing 
treatment. 

Now, what did they do that was dif-
ferent from the Bush and the Reagan 
administration? Let me just pull up 
this chart that I have used before. This 
is really the most telling chart about 
long-term trends in prevalence of drug 
use, and it shows that during the 
Reagan administration years a steady 
decline in drug use and abuse and all 
the way down here to 1992. This is 
where they changed the policy. We 
went up that treatment ladder, we cut 
source country programs, we slashed 
interdiction programs, we took the 
military, the Coast Guard out of the 
war on drugs, and we put our eggs in 
the treatment basket recommended 
here in 1995. And it was recommended 
here again in an unending debate on 
treatment for nearly 2 days where we 
heard the comments of the other side. 

In the Clinton administration what 
took off like a rocket was drug use and 
abuse. It took off in every category. It 
is amazing how the people on the other 
side are in such denial. And this drives 
the liberals crazy, to look at this 
chart. Again, I did not produce these 
charts. They were produced by the sci-
entific community and somebody mon-
itoring the future. They are by the 
University of Michigan. Again, we look 
at the Reagan administration. And this 
is in one category, cocaine. We see 
what was happening here. 

The Reagan administration, at the 
beginning, was hit with cocaine coming 
into the country. They took steps and 
they started the Andean strategy, the 
source eradication, the vice president’s 
task force, and we see a dramatic re-
duction in cocaine use. There was less 
cocaine coming into the country. Less 
tolerated. 

Then we get into the Bush era, and 
we see a dramatic increase. Again, he 
was vice president. As president, he did 
an incredible job in also curtailing the 
production of cocaine. And we see a be-
ginning of a leveling off and then a 
takeoff in the Clinton administration. 

This, again, is the policy that has 
been rejected by the other side, going 
after drugs at their source and stop-
ping the flow. What we have right now 
is an incredible flow because this ad-
ministration has, in fact, taken every 
step to make certain that any aid in 
any form to Colombia does not get 
there, or has not been able to get there, 
because of their direct policy. 

These are a couple of charts and, 
again, if we look at what we did here 
with the Bush administration, this is 
Federal spending in international pro-
grams. That is stopping drugs at their 
source. This is how money was ex-
pended by the Congress for stopping 
drugs at their source. Dramatic cut 
when the other side took control, put-
ting the money in treatment. And we 
can take this chart back up here, 
which is our treatment chart. We go up 
in treatment, continue to go up in 
treatment. We cut the international 
programs and, voila, what do we get? 
More and more drugs flooding into the 
country. 

That is why the statement by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI) that we have now 5.5 million 
Americans that need treatment con-
flicts with just a few years before when 
the administration said that we only 
had 1.1 that were in need of treatment 
and they were requesting money for 
that and cutting money in this. 

Now, we do see, with the advent of 
the Republican majority, efforts to get 
our international programs back to the 
level of 1991–92. If we look at this chart, 
the 1991–92 levels, to get back to those 
dollars, we have to get to this level. So 
we are barely back at 1991–92 levels. 

The problem we have had is that we 
know where the illegal narcotics are 
being produced. I went over this with 
my colleagues before. They are pro-
duced now, heroin and cocaine, in one 
place. Two drugs in one place. They 
have managed to actually narrow it 
down to Colombia. So that is why we 
are here and that is why the situation 
has spiraled out of control. That is why 
that region is now in total disruption. 
That is why 35,000 Colombians have 
died in that area. And that war that 
has been going on there is now fi-
nanced, according to the administra-
tion’s own drug czar, by 
narcoterrorism. They fund the violence 
by drug profits. Very simple. 

So we know, one, that the drugs are 
produced there, heroin and cocaine; 80, 
90 percent coming into the United 
States. We know this policy did not 
work. We know that we can, first of all, 
wipe out illegal narcotics at their 
source, and we have effectively done 
that. We have two great examples, 
Peru and Bolivia, their next door 
neighbors. Cocaine cannot be grown all 
over the place, poppy cannot be grown 
all over the place. Coca is a little more 
difficult than poppies. But we do know 
where it is coming from, and we know 
that it is financing the disruption in 
that region and violence to those peo-
ple. 

Unlike the other part of the supple-
mental that we were funding here at 
some $4 plus billion, and we have prob-
ably spent another $10 billion on, in 
Kosovo and Bosnia, and some of these 
other missions, not one American life 
has been lost. There has been civil con-
flict; there has been civil war by all 
kinds of factions when we stepped in. 
But there is a slaughter on the streets 

of America and yet there is a reluc-
tance to step in. 

The other side again focused for near-
ly 2 days of debate on treatment; we 
have to spend more money on treat-
ment. And they based it all on this 
failed study of 1994 that Lee Brown, the 
former drug czar, based his request on; 
how he would clear that up if we just 
increased the money in drug treatment 
programs. I say to my colleagues that 
by the time we get to treatment, we 
have a very, very serious problem. 

Talk to anyone involved in law en-
forcement. Talk to anyone involved in 
drug treatment programs. First of all, 
treatment indicates addiction. And 
when someone is addicted to illegal 
narcotics, they have had a drug habit. 
A drug habit results in that individual 
supplying a habit at a cost of anywhere 
from $100 to $500 a day. We have heard 
even higher figures from some of the 
addicts that we have interviewed. That 
means they are already committing 
felonies and misdemeanors and serious 
crimes, sometimes under the influence 
of these hard narcotics, committing se-
rious crimes not only against the pub-
lic but against their families. Almost 
all the cases of child abuse, almost all 
the cases of spousal abuse involve sub-
stance abuse in this country. 

So, again, they put all their eggs in 
the basket of treatment. They cut the 
international programs, the programs 
for interdiction using the military. 
And, again, and we must make it very 
clear, some of my colleagues I do not 
think even understood this, our mili-
tary is not a police force. Our military 
does not get involved in a police ac-
tion. In fact, that is banned by the 
Constitution. Our military does not ar-
rest anyone in the drug war. What our 
military does is it uses surveillance. 
We are continually flying planes and 
using resources to protect our borders 
against incoming potential threats. 

Now, I submit there is no threat 
greater than a lob of illegal narcotics 
that has killed 15,973 in 1998 and over 
50,000 each year in our country in drug- 
related deaths. Is there anything that 
is killing more Americans that is com-
ing in from a foreign source? I submit 
that there is not. 

So the mission of our military is to 
provide surveillance intelligence infor-
mation, and that information is going 
to other countries. It is also going to 
some of our enforcement people to 
keep track of people who are dealing 
with deadly substances which are 
poised against the United States, 
against our families, against our chil-
dren, and killing our people in unprece-
dented numbers. There are wars, major 
wars, that this Nation has fought that 
we have not had the casualties of this 
war on drugs. 

Again, the other side says, well, we 
should only be spending money on 
treatment; only treat the people that 
are wounded; only treat the people who 
have been victimized; only treat the 
people who have been the victims and 
wounded by that incoming foreign sub-
stance. If it was a missile, they would 
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speak quite differently. They would go 
after the target. They would want to 
destroy the target. 

b 1930 

It does not take a complicated plan 
to go after the target. We know where 
the illegal narcotics are. They will tell 
us it does not work. Well, it worked in 
Peru. It worked in Bolivia. They will 
say there is so much violence in Colom-
bia that it will not work in Colombia. 

I submit, any of these Members 
should go back and look. Because in 
1990, 1991, I flew into Lima, Peru. In 
Lima, Peru, I flew in and the airport 
was sandbagged. The military was on 
every street. There was gunfire at 
night. We could not walk through the 
streets. The buildings were boarded up. 
The Indian peasant population was 
sleeping in the parks. 

The Shining Path, as ominous a force 
as the FARC ever was, was slaugh-
tering people. And there were right- 
wing bands also returning the slaugh-
ter on the other side roaming through 
the towns and villages of Peru in a 
slaughter across that land. So do not 
tell me that we cannot bring this vio-
lence under control. 

Then they get into the argument, 
well, 75 percent of the paramilitary 
killed civilians in this, and the other 
side says 52 percent of the deaths were 
caused by the FARC Marxist guerrillas. 

Well, I do not care if they are para-
military, and I do not care if they are 
Marxist guerrillas. They are slaugh-
tering people. They are using the pro-
ceeds from their conflict to slaughter 
our families here. 

So that is why interdiction is so im-
portant. That is why part of our pack-
age deals with interdiction in trying 
to, again, bring under control some of 
the illegal narcotics as they leave the 
source and come out of the source 
country, the most cost-effective way 
we can go after these illegal narcotics. 
And we do not have to use one Amer-
ican service man or woman or put any-
one at risk in this process that is pro-
viding some of the information. 

What is sad is that this administra-
tion just does not learn. They shut 
down information going to Colombia 
back in 1994. And, of course, the Repub-
licans were outraged. In 1994, we were 
in the minority; we could not do a 
whole lot. But my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN), and 
I pulled this quote up from 1994. It said, 
‘‘As you recall, as of May 1, 1994, the 
Department of Defense decided unilat-
erally to stop sharing real-time intel-
ligence regarding aerial traffic in drugs 
with Colombia and Peru. Now, as I un-
derstand it, that decision, which has 
not been completely dissolved, has 
thrown diplomatic relations with the 
host countries into chaos.’’ 

That is the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HORN) in 1994, my colleague. 
We served on the committee together. 

Now, we would think that they would 
learn. And we were able to change this 
after we got support from the other 

side of the aisle. And even the Demo-
crats were appalled. I brought this up 
before from the Washington Post: 
‘‘U.S. Refusal to Share Intelligence in 
Drug War Is Called Absurd.’’ 

This is the next direct step in the 
Clinton liberal administration towards 
illegal narcotics. Back in 1994, they got 
us in a situation where, in 2000, we are 
debating on the floor of the House of 
Representatives a billion-plus, a bil-
lion-and-a-half-plus package to bring 
under control the situation with illegal 
narcotics coming out of Colombia. 
These are the series of mistakes. 

This is Thursday August 4, 1994. It 
says, ‘‘Chairman of the two House sub-
committees again blasted the Clinton 
administration yesterday for its con-
tinuing refusal to resume intelligence 
sharing data with Colombia and Peru.’’ 

Now, we would think they would 
have learned by the mistakes that they 
made. Even members of their own 
party in 1994 chastised them for this 
horrible mistake in not providing in-
formation so that they could go after 
drug traffickers. But, now, these people 
do not learn. 

This is an incredible story that just 
appeared a week or two ago; and in it 
was a report according to Claudio de la 
Puente, who is the charge d’affaires at 
the Embassy of Peru. This particular 
attache said, cocaine trafficking has 
increased due to new air trafficking 
routes, increased land and maritime 
transportation; and he said that, in 
1999, there was again reduced surveil-
lance which the United States of Amer-
ica, which, again, the repeated requests 
for assistance, repeated requests for 
surveillance data and information to 
that country have not been provided by 
the United States and, in fact, they are 
now seeing a recent increase in produc-
tion of coca cultivation in Peru. 

Here we have had in place a program 
that works. We provide information to 
Peru. Peru has taken action and swift 
action and, in fact, shooting some of 
the planes, drug traffickers, after nu-
merous warnings, out of the sky. We 
had a 66 percent reduction in the last 4 
years. We intercepted 91 aircraft in-
volved in drug trafficking between 1992 
and 1997. 

And unfortunately, it says, since 
1998, the Peruvian Air Force has not 
been able to continue its interdiction 
operations because of lack of U.S. mon-
itoring provided by U.S. AWACS and 
other surveillance planes. 

Unfortunately, the administration, 
starting with the Vice President, who 
took some of the AWACS out of the 
South American drug trafficking pat-
tern and put them to check on oil spills 
and the President moved some of these 
assets to Kosovo to deal with one of his 
many deployments there. In the mean-
time, cocaine production and traf-
ficking is up. We would think that we 
would learn from 1994. 

Then the latest news is, and this is 
March 22, I believe, last week, prices of 
cocaine and heroin have fallen to 
record lows. When we have an in-

creased supply and nothing stopping 
the supply, prices fall down. Easy eco-
nomics. This was predicted not only by 
those in the Congress some years ago 
but those who are charged with over-
seeing policy for the United States in 
that country. 

I have a report that was provided to 
me just a few months ago, December of 
1999, asking about what United States 
military assets are used on the war on 
drugs. The report was prepared by the 
General Accounting Office. It says, 
‘‘Assets DoD contributes to reducing il-
legal drug supply have declined.’’ Then 
it goes on to document that decline. 

And oddly, on page 17, it has a state-
ment from the United States ambas-
sador to Peru. Our ambassador to Peru 
warned in an October 1998 letter to the 
State Department that the reduction 
in air support could have a serious im-
pact on the price of coca. 

Well, surprise, President Clinton. 
Surprise, administration officials: co-
caine and heroin prices fall. 

The other reason that we have had 
heroin prices fall is because the United 
States gave up its forward operating 
location, which was really the center of 
our entire antinarcotics effort for the 
whole Caribbean and South America at 
Howard Air Force Base. 

They knew this was going to happen. 
We held hearings. We went down. We 
asked them to make certain there were 
in place some type of agreement either 
with Panama to continue drug forward 
surveillance operations or relocate 
those activities. 

Unfortunately, they failed in the ne-
gotiation. They failed to keep even the 
presence of our antidrug monitoring 
activities in Panama. We were com-
pletely kicked out last May 1. And to 
date, and soon we will be approaching 
the first-year anniversary, we still do 
not have in place even a fraction of the 
capability to detect illegal narcotics 
coming from their source and go after 
them. 

We have friends and allies who will 
go after them. Peru will go after them. 
Their charge d’affaires cites that they 
shot down 91 planes until 1998. Their 
own ambassador tells them a disaster 
is heading our way. And they pay no 
attention to it. 

Instead, they drag up this trivia that 
again that treatment is the answer, the 
more we spend on treatment. And 
again we go back to the statements of 
Lee Brown, our drug czar, in 1994, 1995: 
give us more in drug treatment. We 
will treat those 1.1 million untreated 
individuals, to the statement made to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI) last week on the floor of the 
House of Representatives, we will treat 
those people who are drug addicted, all 
5.5 million we are up to now, as the 
drugs come in unabated to the United 
States and the policy of the adminis-
tration, the mistakes that they made 
in 1994 getting us into this mess, they 
are repeating again today, and the sup-
ply of illegal narcotics is coming into 
the United States. 
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We also had in this report that I 

cited, I requested an assessment of our 
narcotics effort with the military; and 
they will tell us that there has been a 
war on drugs. In fact, there has been no 
war on drugs. How can we possibly 
have a war on drugs when we take the 
assets out from the war? 

This report again provided to me 
about the assets that were used in the 
war on drugs, again, I did not prepare 
it, the GAO prepared it just a few 
months ago, says that flying hours 
dedicated to tracking suspect ship-
ments in transit to the United States 
declined from 46,264 to 14,770, or 68 per-
cent from fiscal years 1992 to 1999. 

Let us see if we can find our chart 
here again. This is what they did to us. 
From 1992 to 1999, a 68 percent decline 
of our assets in tracking suspected 
drug shipments. Look at what has hap-
pened here, a dramatic increase in 
drugs coming into the country. 

So as they have closed down the war 
on drugs, now, it would not be bad 
enough if we just took out our military 
efforts to do surveillance from the air. 
This report also detailed to me the ship 
days devoted to supporting interdiction 
of suspected maritime illegal drug 
shipments declined 62 percent from 1992 
to 1999. 

Now, they wanted to make sure, if we 
closed down the war on drugs, we 
closed down completely, well, not com-
pletely, 68 percent as far as flight time, 
62 percent as far as maritime efforts. 
Again, they did not talk about this last 
week. They talked about how the war 
on drugs is a failure. 

I submit, my colleagues, the war on 
drugs is not a failure. The war on drugs 
was sabotaged. The war on drugs was 
closed down. This report unquestion-
ably documents it. 

The situation got so bad and out of 
hand that they have had to do some-
thing. But it was a series of very cal-
culated moves. First, seizing the ex-
change of intelligence and surveillance 
information, and they are repeating 
that again. Then decertifying Colombia 
without a national-interest waiver. 
They decertified Colombia. 

b 1945 

By not granting a national interest 
waiver which they can do under the 
law, they really banned all assistance 
going to Colombia for 1996, 1997. Al-
most all of the aid that we have re-
quested, and we have had repeated re-
quests from 1995, 1996 to get aid, heli-
copters in particular because of the 
high altitude cultivation of the crop 
and also access to the remote areas 
where the narcoterrorists are plying 
their trade. Simple equipment re-
quests. We even passed more than a 
year and a half ago an appropriation of 
$300 million to get assistance there. 

What is funny is some of the report-
ers and others who report on this $300 
million, Colombia is now the third 
largest recipient of U.S. aid. First of 
all, that aid has barely gotten there 
even at the beginning of this year, less 

than half of the $300 million, and most 
of that was in three or four helicopters, 
Blackhawk helicopters and several 
other pieces of equipment we promised 
3, 4 years ago. That equipment in al-
most comical fashion was delivered to 
the Colombians without the proper ar-
moring so it could not be used, the am-
munition was delivered to the loading 
dock of the State Department in again 
a farcical move. 

The equipment that we have re-
quested, the appropriations that we 
have made, have been blocked from 
getting to Colombia. Many of those lib-
erals on the other side of the aisle have 
blocked that aid and equipment. They 
do not want the hair on the back of one 
liberal Marxist leftist guerilla harmed 
under any circumstances. They can 
slaughter 32 percent or 55 percent or 
whatever the percentage is, but that is 
okay. It is the right-wing paramilitary 
that we have to be concerned about be-
cause they are killing, too. 

I do not think we need to be in that 
debate. I think we need to provide the 
resources to stop those that are dealing 
with it, in both the production and 
transit of illegal narcotics into the 
United States. So yes, this has created 
an emergency. They are dying in our 
streets. People do not want to talk 
about it. We say treatment is the an-
swer. More gun control legislation. We 
get those guns under control; we will 
be in great shape. But do not worry 
about the narcotics, just treat more 
people. After we get them addicted, 
then we can treat them. 

Of course they do not tell you that 70 
percent of the public treatment pro-
grams are a failure. They do not tell 
you the statistics we heard in Balti-
more a few weeks ago that 50 percent 
of those that are supposed to go to 
treatment do not even show up for 
treatment and of the few that end up 
getting treatment and it is successful, 
there is still a pretty serious failure 
rate even with those individuals. But 
the answer is just more treatment. 

Again, treatment assumes that we 
have already gotten to the point where 
we have failed with a human being, 
they become addicted and now they are 
telling us we have five times the num-
ber of addicted people we had when 
they said treatment was the answer 
some 5 years ago, and I presented their 
testimony again today. So time after 
time this administration and the well- 
intended liberals and really the saddest 
part about this was to see some of the 
minority Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives here engaged in that de-
bate, just give us more money for 
treatment for our people, just treat 
these folks and that is the answer. 

They forget that in our Nation’s cap-
ital we have been killing on average 400 
young black African American males a 
year for the last 10 years. We have just 
first made a dent in it in the last year 
or two. That is 4,000 human beings 
slaughtered. In Baltimore, 300 on aver-
age slaughtered in that city. Until 
Mayor Giuliani took over in New York 

with his tough enforcement policy, 
they were killing on average 2,000 peo-
ple a year. He has gotten that down to 
the mid-600 range. Look at the heat he 
has taken for a tough enforcement pol-
icy. 

But here the liberals in the House 
and the minorities in the House are 
saying, just give me more treatment, 
more treatment money. We get those 
people treated and everything will be 
fine. But the deluge of illegal nar-
cotics, and we know where they are 
coming in from, we know the source 
they are coming in from is Colombia, 
no question about it. Yet they are reti-
cent to pass this legislation. Now it 
may be blocked because the hour is so 
late. 

The submission of this is almost far-
cical. I asked my staff on the sub-
committee to prepare a time line. July 
28, 1999, the U.S. drug czar visits Co-
lombia and declares an emergency. We 
will soon be up to July. The 21st of 
September, 1999, President Clinton 
meets with President Pastrana in New 
York City, endorses Plan Colombia. 
That is September 21, last fall. The 
24th of October, 1999, 10 million Colom-
bians march for peace. January 11, 2000, 
the White House announces the Colom-
bia aid package. Finally, February 7, a 
little over a month ago, President Clin-
ton submits the Colombia aid proposal 
along with his fiscal year 2001 budget. 

People are saying, Why now may it 
be in the cycle, the regular cycle? It is 
not an emergency because we will only 
lose another, in the 16,000 range of 
Americans dying but they die quiet 
deaths in those little communities and 
they are buried in some little family 
plot, it really does not matter. And the 
other 50,000 drug-related deaths, we can 
blame it on guns. 

Here, this is a great cover. We will 
pass more gun legislation and that will 
cover up the problem. And then we will 
come to Congress and we will ask for 
more treatment, because we asked for 
more treatment in 1994 and we told 
how that was going to solve the prob-
lem and we doubled the amount of 
money in treatment, but we can come 
here and do that again and that will 
keep our people sort of in their place. 

The saddest part about this is the mi-
norities are dying by the thousands 
and the percentage in jail are the mi-
norities, the Hispanics and the blacks 
in this country being slaughtered with 
this. It is unfortunately also now in the 
urban centers. The latest reports are it 
is absolutely ravaging our rural areas. 

So this is the policy of the Clinton 
administration, a failed policy. If I 
came here and just said that we had 
stood by and let this happen, I would 
be as guilty as they. We have put in 
place some effective programs. We have 
a multitiered, a multifaceted approach 
that involves source country eradi-
cation, cost effectively, interdiction as 
it is coming from the source, engaging, 
using our military for their surveil-
lance. 
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Prevention. Prevention is a big ele-

ment. We have passed under Repub-
lican leadership one of the largest pre-
vention and education increases in the 
history of any Congress, and those pro-
grams are now under way. And, of 
course, even under the Republican con-
trol of the House since 1995, we have in-
creased treatment some 26 plus per-
cent. That is only the direct funds. 
There are many other indirect funds. 
But treatment again is not the only 
answer. 

The other part of this equation, of 
course, is Mexico. I have been a critic 
of Mexico because of two things. First, 
United States policy towards Mexico 
which is a failed policy has been, is and 
continues to be a failed policy, and 
Mexico is also the main trafficking 
route of that illegal narcotic that is 
produced in Colombia. In fact, we now 
know there are relationships of drug 
traffickers for both of those countries. 

What is amazing is that this adminis-
tration just weeks ago certified Mexico 
as cooperating in the war on drugs. 
General Barry McCaffrey went down to 
Mexico City, I have a report from the 
news, and he told reporters that Pan-
ama in particular faced a full scale as-
sault from narcotics traffickers since 
last December’s handover of the canal. 
Where were they then? He says, 
‘‘They’re switching back. There’s a lot 
more now showing up in Haiti, Domini-
can Republic, Jamaica. Haiti is the 
problem.’’ 

General McCaffrey said in a briefing 
in the United States ambassador’s resi-
dence in Mexico City on last Wednes-
day night. So he is down in Mexico, and 
he is saying Haiti is the problem on 
February 11. On February a few days 
later, I get the interim report from the 
drug czar’s office, the highlights of the 
National Drug Threat Assessment for 
the year 2000, and the executive sum-
mary. Let me read some of it. It talks 
about cocaine. 

Chicago has become a major source 
of cocaine, a hub for Mexican organiza-
tions. Then it goes on to heroin. It 
says, the average size of the heroin 
shipment is increasing and more Co-
lombian heroin is being smuggled 
through Mexico. Then it goes on to 
methamphetamine. Florida has become 
an eastern hub for Mexican national 
methamphetamine organizations. Next 
on methamphetamine threat, it says 
Mexican organizations are expanding 
manufacturing and distribution east-
ward. The next one says the average 
purity of Mexican methamphetamine, 
it goes on and talks about that. 

It talks about cocaine and crack find-
ings. Mexican and Colombian groups 
control most of the cocaine transpor-
tation to the United States. It goes on 
and says Mexico remains the primary 
conduit for cocaine to the United 
States. The next sentence, there are 
two primary corridors for movement 
from South America to the U.S. One is 
the Mexico-Central American corridor. 
The next part of the assessment, threat 
assessment to the U.S. The Mexico- 

Central American corridor accounted 
for 55 percent of the detected cocaine 
shipments for the first half of 1999. 
Then it goes on, Mexican traffickers 
generally control wholesale cocaine 
distribution. 

Trends. Now we are up to trends. 
Mexican and Dominican trafficking 
groups are assuming a more prominent 
role in distribution. Trends. The DEA 
reports that Chicago has become a 
major distribution hub for Mexican or-
ganizations. It goes on. 

Heroin. Mexico is one of the four 
major sources for heroin found in the 
U.S. Heroin. Heroin production for 
Mexico in 1998 is estimated at six met-
ric tons. He does not tell you the fig-
ures we have gotten is that probably a 
20 percent increase in heroin produc-
tion in Mexico. Nearly all the heroin 
produced in Mexico is destined for the 
United States. 

Mexican heroin is dominant in the 
West. Mexican traffickers rely on en-
trenched polydrug smuggling. Mexican 
organizations move heroin. Trends. 
The U.S. through Mexico. Mexican or-
ganizations. The average size of heroin 
shipments originating in Mexico. Pro-
jections. Mexican heroin. And then 
methamphetamine. It ends with Mexi-
can national organizations. 

But a few days before, Barry McCaf-
frey is in Mexico and he said Haiti is 
the problem, he said in a briefing in the 
U.S. ambassador’s residence in Mexico. 
This same administration certified 
Mexico as cooperating. That certifi-
cation gives them trade, finance, aid, 
and assistance, U.S. aid and assistance. 

Do you know what the response from 
the administration is and from other 
groups and Mexicans? We should not 
have the United States certify whether 
we are cooperating. That should be 
given to another party, to a third 
party, to an international organiza-
tion. So an international organization 
would decide whether or not Mexico is 
eligible to get continued trade, aid, and 
financial benefits from the United 
States of America. 

Have we gone cuckoo? Here is the re-
port that is given to me on the overall 
drug problems and trends. Mexico’s 
name time after time, yet this Presi-
dent, this administration certified 
Mexico as cooperating and fully eligi-
ble for all the trade and finance esti-
mates. I could blame this just on the 
administration, but there are too many 
others on both sides of the aisle who 
are willing to turn their back and take 
a dollar while illegal narcotics are 
pouring into our country. 

The sad part about this, the saddest 
note about this is Mexico is slowly los-
ing its grip on its national sovereignty. 
Corruption has turned to violence, and 
they are slaughtering in Mexico at an 
unprecedented rate in almost every 
state which is now controlled from the 
lowest police officer to the president’s 
office in Mexico with illegal narcotics. 

A sad tale but a tale that needs to be 
told to the Congress and the American 
people. 

SLAVERY IN SUDAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TOOMEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening I would like to address the 
House about a problem that has been 
around for the last 40 years at least in 
the country of Sudan, and that is the 
question of slavery, chattel slavery, 
out and out selling of men, women, and 
children in that part of the world. 

b 2000 
First of all, let me just say that 

there are throughout the world prob-
lems as they relate to the abuse of chil-
dren and the practice of slavery. We see 
it in Nepal, we see it in Burma, we see 
it in Bangladesh and Mauritania. But 
there is a tremendously extreme prac-
tice. They are all bad, they should all 
be corrected; but tonight I would like 
to deal with the country of the Sudan. 
The Sudan, one of the richest countries 
in the world with natural resources, 
but one of the most impoverished coun-
tries because of the practice of its gov-
ernment, a government which has been 
a brutal dictatorship, the al-Bashir 
government and Turabi, but ever since 
the independence of Sudan. Actually 
the first African nation to become 
independent on the continent back in 
January of 1956, even prior to its inde-
pendence, there was a problem between 
the north and the south and from these 
many years of struggle, this question 
of slavery continued on, and today it 
continues. It is actually a travesty 
today to think that as we move into 
the new millennium, we have slavery 
being practiced in the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the oppor-
tunity to visit Sudan on a number of 
occasions. My first visit to Sudan was 
in 1993 when I visited there with Harry 
Johnston, a former Member who then 
chaired the Subcommittee on Africa, 
and we traveled to the south to the 
Sudan to explore and to see firsthand 
this problem. I have been back many 
times since. We saw the conditions 
there. In my recent trip just in June of 
last year with the gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. TANCREDO) and Senator 
BROWNBACK when we traveled to Loki 
in Kenya, which is a Sudanese refugee 
camp in Kenya, and then into the south 
of Sudan to Yei and Labone in south-
ern Sudan to see again the terrible con-
ditions by the NIF-lead government, 
the National Islamic Front government 
of al-Bashir and Turabi. 

So we thought that we would have a 
dialogue this evening about this par-
ticular situation. I will begin by yield-
ing such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia, and then she can yield back 
to me as I will continue on; and I am 
sure that she may have some addi-
tional comments as we move through 
almost in a colloquy, but to bring this 
dastardly situation to the attention of 
the public of the United States and the 
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